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PER CURI AM

Luci enne Francois, a native and citizen of Haiti,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s denying her applications for asylum wthholding of
removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture
(CAT)." For the reasons discussed bel ow, we deny the petition for
revi ew

Francois asserts that she established eligibility for
asylum by showi ng past persecution and a well-founded fear of
future persecution. To obtain reversal of a determ nation denying
eligibility for relief, an alien “nmust show that the evidence he
presented was so conpelling that no reasonable factfinder could
fail to find the requisite fear of persecution.” NS V.

El i as- Zacarias, 502 U. S. 478, 483-84 (1992). W have reviewed the

evi dence of record and conclude that Francois fails to show that
the evidence conpels a contrary result. Accordingly, we cannot
grant the relief that Francois seeks.

Additionally, we uphold the denial of Francois’

application for wthholding of renoval. See Chen v. INS, 195 F. 3d

198, 205 (4th Cr. 1999); |INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U S. 421,

430 (1987). We thus deny the petition for review

"Francoi s does not dispute the denial of relief under CAT.



We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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